among Shakespeareans a growing discomfort with the time-honored editorial practice by which variant early texts are ranked hierarchically on the basis of their fidelity to a presumed Shakespeare "original." According to that practice, at least as it is reflected in standard twentieth-century editions, the texts that rank "high" are accorded lavish editorial attention while the texts that rank "low" are assigned to a curious limbo in which they can be mined for individual readings but are assumed to be debased derivatives of Shakespeare with no claim to unity or artistic integrity.
between the holiday season within the play and Elizabeth's court outside it.
Some of the pastimes in Love's Labor's Lost (wakes, the hey, and the hobbyhorse) are somewhat out of place at Yuletide, being more strongly associated with maying customs in the spring and early summer. But the play's importation of maying customs is highly functional in terms of dramatic form. At the beginning of the play, Berowne complains, "At Christmas I no more desire a Rose, / Then wish a Snow in Mayes new fangled showes; / But like of each thing that in season growes" (p. 295). To this, Dumaine's sonnet affirming that love's "Month is euer May" (p. 311) may be regarded as the appropriate lovelorn response; his attempted grafting of maying custom onto Yuletide has its folk counterpart in popular Christmas carols that borrow motifs from May Day carols. As it transpires, however, the young men's erotic courtships, like some of their pastimes, are indeed out of season. Berowne specifically links the truncated ending of Love's Labor's Lost with that of a Christmas pageant. What he has hoped for is a comedy in which Jack gets his Jill through the "courtesie" (p. 329) of the ladies; what he has instead is a play dashed "lik a Christmas Comedie" (p. 323), a play by country yokels that is brushed aside in medias res so that more important matters can be attended to.
Given the Christmas context of the 1598 Quarto, the four French lords' initial resolve to abjure revelry takes on a miserly and puritanical cast. When the Princess of France complains to Navarre about the baseness of her poor reception in the open fields-"I heare your grace hath sworne out Houskeeping: / Tis deadlie sinne to keepe that oath my Lord" (p . 301)-she can be seen as referring not only to his obligation as king of Navarre to entertain visiting dignitaries but more specifically to the obligation of keeping open house at Christmastide-an obligation which it is "sin" to abrogate as he and his fellows have done. In this area, too, they have acted out of season-put on Lenten abstinence at a time for banqueting and revelry. By going a-masquing to the ladies in their tents, Navarre and the others undo some of their crime of deficient hospitality, but eros in the 1598 Quarto is inextricably bound up with the liberty of the time. The movement at the end out of holiday revelry and into a harsh winter of deprivation will grant the young men a full year to disentangle sexual passion from holiday liberty and "charity."
As performed before Elizabeth, the play's mingling of caritas and eros would take on a host of additional resonances having to do with the queen's own eroticized style of rule, her tendency to bring courtiers up short, just as the French princess does in the play, if they violated the playfulness of the flirtatious games of courtiership. Performed before the queen at Christmastide, the play's depiction of the churlishness of hospitality denied could also take on a host of resonances relating to her relationships with the actual French princes after whom Navarre and his fellow hermits are named. To point to such intriguing, ephemeral parallels is, of course, to commit the high crime of "occasionalism" and to unleash a multitude of other topical interpretations that editors have much preferred to control.3 But differentiating among early texts of the play allows us to recognize that occasionalist interpretation can wax and wane according to the horizon of expectation established for a given text or performance. Later texts of Love's Labor's Lost-the 1631 Quarto and the 1623 Folio versions-are very close in action and language to the 1598 Quarto of the play but lack its specificity about occasion. A curious and under-acknowledged power is carried by such seemingly incidental localizations: the Oxford editors, for example, imply that the queen of France is more frequently given the speech prefix "Queen" in the Quarto, more frequently called "Princess" in the Folio.4 Their sense of the predominance of "Queen" in the Quarto is not borne out by a comparison of the speech prefixes in both versions of the play. It derives instead, I would suggest, from the subliminal spell exerted by the Quarto title page, with its invitation to the discovery of parallels between the royal female within the play and the one before whom it was performed.
In King Lear localization can be carried further. The Quarto text not only announces a specific holiday occasion but displays significant textual divergences from the Folio that can be correlated with that occasion. According to its 1608 title page, Quarto Lear was "played before the Kings Maiestie at Whitehall vpon S. Stephans night in Christmas Hollidayes" (p. 663). As in the case of Love's Labor's Lost, the play's several violations of laws of hospitality toward kinsmen, strangers, and the lowly would carry special resonance in such a context, for St. Stephen's was, of all the twelve nights of Christmas, the one most strongly associated with "good housekeeping" and largesse toward the poor, as is its modern counterpart, Boxing Day, in Britain and Commonwealth countries. Through the middle of the play, King Lear and his servants travel the heath from house to house very much in the manner of poor St. Stephen's Day revellers in England. To deny food and succor on St. Stephen's was, according to the unwritten laws of hospitality, unthinkable; a house denying hospitality was termed a "hard house" by suppliants and considered fair prey for breaking and entering. That language enters the play: Gloucester's house, where Lear and his servants have been shut out by Regan and the Duke of Cornwall, becomes just such a "hard house," and Kent vows to return and "force / Their scanted curtesie" (TLN 1717, 1720-21).5 Kent's speech occurs in both versions of the play, but only in the Quarto, with its evocation for readers of the feast of St. Stephen's, does the speech receive the moral validation of a holiday occasion.
If we "level" the Quarto and Folio texts instead of regarding either as intrinsically preferable to the other, we will find that in other places the St. Stephen's Day theme of social "levelling" and help for the unfortunate is more pronounced in the Quarto than in the Folio. The Quarto's mock trial scene, in which justice and folly trade places, is absent from the Folio; the Quarto refers to Lear as a "poore old fellow" (p. 682) where the Folio reads "poore old man" (TLN 1572); the Quarto, unlike the Folio, displays the faltering king actually held up by the lowly; the Quarto, through the (1594), as Shakespearean. The case of the Shrew plays is much too complex to be treated here in more than outline form. Suffice it to say that in twentiethcentury editorial practice A Shrew has regularly been regarded as a "debased copy" of The Shrew, one negligently thrown together by insensitive, dunderhead actors, the likeliest candidate being the actor who played Grumio, the "lowest" character in the Shakespeare "original." And in fact the actors are portrayed as poor and lowly itinerants in the Quarto, as urbane, polished professionals-rather as editors and others have liked to imagine Shakespeare himself-in the Folio. In the Quarto the drunken Christopher Sly is central: he remains onstage almost to the end, commenting on the action; he returns after Kate's taming to remark upon his extraordinary "dream," undercutting by his reappearance the reality of the taming plot. In the Folio the character of Sly is more peripheral: he falls asleep forgotten at the end of the first act and never returns as an active presence to the play. By "levelling" even texts so intractably different as the Quarto and Folio Shrews, we will discover that the 1594 Quarto has been unacceptable to editors as "Shakespeare" at least in part because it identifies the acting company with an audience of lowlifes like Sly and hedges the play's patriarchal message with numerous qualifiers that do not exist in the Folio.7 The case of the two Shrews suggests that the differences between one text and another may sometimes register a difference in class mores and in the rituals surrounding and enforcing them.
Another kind of variable we can find in early versions of the plays is a difference in locale. One clear-cut non-Shakespearean example is Marlowe's Doctor Faustus, which is set in Wittenberg in the 1616 Quarto and in "Wertenberg" in the 1604 Quarto. If we "level" the two texts for heuristic purposes, "Wertenberg," which editors uniformly dismiss as a corruption of the "correct" location, has as much right to be an appropriate setting for the play as Wittenberg. And so, we quickly discover, it is-the first Quarto's "Wertenberg" is the Duchy of Wiirttemberg, a German state carrying its own rival set of associations with the legend of Faustus. To "level" the two Quartos is to discover a consistent pattern of theological and ceremonial difference that can be correlated with the difference in locale.8
For a Shakespearean example of similar relocation, we might consider The Merry Wives of Windsor, which exists in a Quarto of 1602 with an urban setting strongly suggesting London or some provincial city, and the standard copytext, the 1623 Folio version, which sets the play in and around the town of Windsor and includes numerous topographical references to the area, its palace, park, and surrounding villages. Like several other Quartos, the 1602 Merry Wives advertises its contents on the title page as having been "diuers times Acted ... before her Maiestie, and else-where" (p. 551). In this case, unlike Love's Labor's Lost, however, it is the Folio rather than the Quarto that is thought to have had a specific royal occasion. In several places the Folio refers to the presence of the royal court at Windsor, and at the end Mistress Quickly as Fairy Queen offers a special blessing of the castle, its "Worthy" owner Elizabeth, and all its "sacred" rooms, especially the Garter Chapel and its "seuerall Chaires of Order" (TLN 2538-55). The play in its Folio form is believed to be in some way connected with the Garter ceremonies of 1597, at which Shakespeare's patron, Lord Hunsdon, was installed in the Order, the most likely date for its performance being 23 April 1597 at the Feast of the Garter before the queen at Westminster.9
I have no quarrel with this account of the Folio's occasion; what interests me particularly, however, is the way in which editors, once they have satisfied themselves as to the "correct" version of the play, dismiss the 1602 Quarto as a debased and mutilated piracy because it differs markedly from the authorized text. Instead, in accordance with our principle of levelling, I would suggest that we extend the same presumption of intentionality and integrity to the 1602 Quarto that editors have traditionally extended to the Folio. We will quickly discover that the pattern of difference is quite regular: the names of surrounding towns are similar in both versions, but in nearly every place where the Folio specifies a Windsor locale, the Quarto substitutes a more generalized location that could easily be London rather than Windsor. Falstaff's great "buck-basket" is carried "among the Whitsters in Dotchet Mead" in the Folio (TLN 1363-64 It is tempting to account for the differences between Quarto and Folio Merry Wives in terms of a difference in audience: the Quarto version, even though it may, as its title page asserts, have been performed before the queen, seems more oriented toward a middle-class urban public; the Folio, toward the court itself. Such speculation is, of course, hazardous but is nonetheless supported by other elements of the play. In the Quarto the relationship between Anne and Fenton is presented in a sentimental and romantic vein; theirs is a love match predating the play. We never find out how much Anne is "worth" in money, and it is clear that Fenton, although initially attracted to her, as he admits, for her wealth, remains attached to her out of love. In the Folio the match is only being negotiated as the play itself unfolds. Anne is explicitly worth ? 700 plus the inheritance expected from her father. Fenton is distinctly more mercenary throughout, less convincingly in love with Anne than with her money. The Quarto's sentimental benevolence extends to other characters like Ford and even to Falstaff himself: in that text, once properly reformed, he is forgiven his debt of ? 20 to Ford; in the Folio he is expected to pay up.15 We would expect the more romanticized version of Anne and Fenton's relationship to appeal more strongly to a middle-class urban audience, and the Folio's more skeptical and mercenary portrayal of middle-class mores to appeal more strongly to a "higher" audience more closely identified with the court. Given that the valorization of wedded love was more prominently associated during the period with the middle orders than with the aristocracy, to which it was only gradually beginning to spread, the Quarto version of the play can be seen as articulating a "lower" pattern of class expectations about family life than does the Folio. The sexual politics of the two versions are also subtly different: in the Quarto the wives and Mistress Quickly win an unequivocal victory against the court and jealous husbands; in the Folio they defeat Falstaff, but to the extent that their actions further Fenton's match, they are cementing an alliance with the court or, in a less charitable interpretation, helping a young courtier cash in on the market for middleclass wives even as they thwart the old courtier's rather similar ambitions. In the case of Merry Wives, as for some of the other plays we have discussed, use of a conflated text, in which Folio readings are combined with occasional borrowings from the Quarto, is likely to blur analysis of such social transactions because it intermingles patterns that are relatively distinct in either version when considered separately. In order to read Shakespeare in terms of the plays' engagement of local matters, of early modern patterns of ritual observance and interaction, we need to read "levelled" texts.
This swift and speculative essay is designed more to pique interest in the project of levelling Shakespeare than to constitute a definitive statement on the relationship of any one text to another. In the case of The Merry Wives of Windsor, as for the other plays I have surveyed briefly here, we are at the beginning of a new scholarly venture that can be described (somewhat bombastically) as the mobilization of a holistic, New-Critical interpretive method (somewhat leavened with historicism) in order to combat traditional editorial practice for the purpose of advancing a poststructuralist sense of the multiplicity of the Shakespearean text and the undecideability of that bundle of conflicting energies that we like to call Shakespeare himself. I have tried for sharpness of definition in my differentiation between variant Quarto and Folio texts because I hope to demonstrate that, even in terms of the editors' own preferred interpretive strategies, "bad" texts can readily be shown to be "good" if we suspend our need to rank them hierarchically. The impact of textual levelling upon our analysis of Shakespearean folk customs and topography should be clear, since it is a corollary of the method itself: we will be less able, at least for a time, to talk in terms of archetypes and large ritual patterns, more able to talk about historical particularity and local difference.
